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RE:      Case  No.  2003.0410E  -  3575  Geary  Boulevard  Institute  on  Aging  Senior  Health  Services  Facility  & 
Affordable  Senior  Housing  Project 
-^Notice  of  Preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 


To  Responsible  Agencies,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties: 

A  Notice  of  Prenarfltinn  (TMOP^  nf  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  above-referenced  project  is  being 

identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as  potentially  having  an  interest  in  the 


d  and  provides  further  information  regarding  the  proposed  project  and  the 
d  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The  Initial  Study  is  either  attached  or  is  available  for  review 
you  may  reach  at  (415)  558-5972  or  at  the  address  above. 

ig  Department  has  determined  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared  for  the  proposed 
;garding  whether  to  approve  the  project.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide 
mt  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  to  identify  possible 
cts,  and  to  describe  and  analyze  possible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

■  the  EIR  are  welcomed.  In  order  for  your  concerns  to  be  fully  considered 
V  process,  we  would  appreciate  receiving  any  comments  you  may  have  about 
ly  November  1,  2004.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  E.  Maltzer. 
Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San  Francisco, 
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^sponsible  or  a  Trustee  Agency,  we  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to 
mental  information  that  is  relevant  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in 
t.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other 
o  need  the  name  of  the  contact  person  for  your  agency. 

X  XV.UOV.  uiai  picjjiuaiiuii  ui  an  EIR  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the 
proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any  such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the 
information  contained  in  the  EIR. 

If  you  wish  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIR  directly  when  it  is  available  or  if  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
the  attached  materials  or  the  EIR  process,  please  contact  Bill  Wycko  at  the  address  or  telephone  number  shown 
above. 
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October  2,  2004 

RE:      Case  No.  2003.0410E  -  3575  Geary  Boulevard  Institute  on  Aging  Senior  Health  Services  Facility  & 
Affordable  Senior  Housing  Project 
.^Notice  of  Preparation  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 

To  Responsible  Agencies,  Trustee  Agencies,  and  Interested  Parties: 

A  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  above-referenced  project  is  being 
sent  to  you  because  you  have  been  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  as  potentially  having  an  interest  in  the 
project  or  the  project  area. 

An  Initial  Study  has  been  prepared  and  provides  further  information  regarding  the  proposed  project  and  the 
environmental  issues  to  be  considered  in  the  Draft  EIR.  The  Initial  Study  is  either  attached  or  is  available  for  review 
upon  request  from  Bill  Wycko,  who  you  may  reach  at  (415)  558-5972  or  at  the  address  above. 

As  stated  in  the  Notice,  the  Planning  Department  has  determined  that  an  EIR  must  be  prepared  for  the  proposed 
project  prior  to  any  final  decision  regarding  whether  to  approve  the  project.  The  purpose  of  the  EIR  is  to  provide 
information  about  potential  significant  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project,  to  identify  possible 
ways  to  minimize  the  significant  effects,  and  to  describe  and  analyze  possible  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project. 

Comments  concerning  the  scope  of  the  EIR  are  welcomed.  In  order  for  your  concerns  to  be  fully  considered 
throughout  the  environmental  review  process,  we  would  appreciate  receiving  any  comments  you  may  have  about 
issues  to  be  addressed  in  the  EIR  by  November  1,  2004.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Paul  E.  Maltzer, 
Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San  Francisco, 


If  you  work  for  an  agency  that  is  a  Responsible  or  a  Trustee  Agency,  we  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to 
the  scope  and  content  of  the  environmental  information  that  is  relevant  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in 
connection  with  the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other 
approval  for  this  project.  We  will  also  need  the  name  of  the  contact  person  for  your  agency. 

Please  note  that  preparation  of  an  EIR  does  not  indicate  a  decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the 
proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any  such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the 
information  contained  in  the  EIR. 

If  you  wish  to  receive  a  copy  of  the  Draft  EIR  directly  when  it  is  available  or  if  you  have  any  questions  concerning 
the  attached  materials  or  the  EIR  process,  please  contact  Bill  Wycko  at  the  address  or  telephone  number  shown 
above. 
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NOTICE  OF  PREPARATION  OF  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


Date  of  this  Notice:  October  2, 2004 

Lead  Agency:     Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Agency  Contact  Person:  BillWycko  Telephone:  (415)558-5972 

Project  Title:  2003.0410E:  3575  Geary  Boulevard  Institute  on  Aging  Senior  Health  Services 

Facility  &  Affordable  Senior  Housing  Project 

Project  Sponsors:  BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation/Institute  on  Aging 

Project  Contact  Person:  Tom  Barley,  BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation    Telephone:  (415)  989- 1111 

Project  Address:  3575  Geary  Boulevard,  near  Arguello  Boulevard 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):  Block  1083,  Lot  2;  Block  1084,  Lot  4 

City  and  County:  San  Francisco  

Project  Description:  The  project  site  is  at  3575  Geary  Boulevard  between  Arguello  Boulevard  and 
Stanyan  Street  in  Assessor's  Block  1083,  Lot  2  and  Assessor's  Block  1084,  Lot  4.  The  site  is  zoned  NC-3 
(Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  District  and  is  in  an  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The 
project  sponsor  proposes  to  develop  a  senior  health  services  facility  and  30  group  housing/transitional 
senior  housing  units,  to  be  operated  by  the  Institute  on  Aging  (lOA),  as  well  as  an  additional  120  affordable 
senior  dwelling  units,  built  by  BRIDGE  Housing.  These  uses  would  operate  in  a  new  six-story  building 
totaling  177,600  gross  square  feet  (gsf),  with  122,143  gsf  used  for  the  group  housing/transitional  senior 
housing  units  and  affordable  senior  housing  units.  On  the  sloped  project  site,  the  new  building  would  be 
approximately  56  to  67  feet  in  height  along  Geary  Boulevard  and  45.5  to  59.5  feet  in  height  along  its 
frontage  at  Almaden  Court.  The  first  floor  of  the  building,  a  portion  of  the  second  floor  and  a  portion  of 
one  below-grade  level  of  space  (55,457  gsf)  would  be  devoted  to  lOA's  offices,  senior  health  services 
facilities,  and  meeting  space.  The  proposed  senior  health  services  facilities  would  consolidate,  replace,  and 
expand  similar  existing  lOA  operations  in  the  area.  The  upper  four  stories  would  provide  a  total  of  120 
studio,  one-  and  two-bedroom  units  affordable  to  seniors  earning  up  to  50  percent  of  area  median  income 
and  30  group  housing/transitional  senior  housing  units.  A  one-level,  27,732-gsf,  underground  parking 
garage  with  67  spaces  would  be  provided  for  use  by  lOA  staff,  service  providers,  and  residents.  The 
exisUng  single-screen,  33,000  gsf  Coronet  Theater,  and  an  adjacent  surface  parking  lot  with  93  parking 
spaces,  would  be  demolished  to  accommodate  the  project.  The  project  would  require  a  conditional  use 
authorization,  authorization  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD),  and  approvals  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Transportation.  

THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENYIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  finding  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064  (Determining 
Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  reasons  as  documented  in  the 
Envirormiental  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 

Written  comments  on  the  scope  of  the  EIR  will  be  accepted  until  the  close  of  business  on  November  1, 
2004.  Written  comments  should  be  sent  to  Bill  Wycko,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission 
Street,  Ste.  500,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103. 

State  Agencies:  We  need  to  know  the  views  of  your  agency  as  to  the  scope  and  content  of  the 
environmental  information  that  is  germane  to  your  agency's  statutory  responsibilities  in  connection  with 
the  proposed  project.  Your  agency  may  need  to  use  the  EIR  when  considering  a  permit  or  other  approval 
for  this  project.  Please  include  the  name  of  a  contact  person  in  your  agency.  Thank  you. 

Date  Paul  E.  Maltzer,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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INITIAL  STUDY 
2003.0410E:  3575  Geary  Boulevard  Institute  on  Aging 
Senior  Health  Services  Facility  and  Affordable  Senior  Housing  Project 


I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  contains  the  existing  Coronet  Theater  at  3575  Geary  Boulevard  and  an  adjacent  surface 
parking  lot.  In  a  joint  venture,  BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation  (BRIDGE)  and  the  Institute  on  Aging 
(10 A)  are  proposing  to  demolish  the  existing  33,000  gross-square-feet  (gsf),  1,350-seat  single-screen 
movie  theater  and  remove  the  adjacent  93-space  surface  parking  lot  and  construct  an  affordable  housing 
and  health  services  facility  for  seniors.  The  project  would  relocate  lOA  senior  health  services  from  the 
lOA  facilities  at  3600,  3626  and  3330  Geary  Boulevard.  The  lOA  also  has  facilities  at  1426  Fillmore 
Street  and  2700  Geary  Boulevard  which  would  not  be  relocated  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  project  site  is  on  the  block  bounded  by  Geary  Boulevard  and  Anza  Street,  between  Arguello 
Boulevard  and  Stanyan  Street,  in  San  Francisco's  Richmond  District.  The  site,  on  Assessor's  Block 
1083,  Lot  2,  and  Assessor's  Block  1084,  Lot  4,  is  approximately  45,920  square  feet  and  is  on  the  south 
side  of  Geary  Boulevard  mid-block  between  Arguello  Boulevard  and  Stanyan  Street,  near  the  terminus 
of  Palm  Avenue  on  the  north  (see  Figure  1).  Almaden  Court  is  adjacent  to  the  south  side  of  the  project 
site  and  terminates  at  Anza  Street  in  the  project  block.  The  project  site  is  in  an  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  Use  District  and  in  an  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  NC-3  Use 
District  provides  convenience  goods  and  services  to  the  surrounding  neighborhood,  as  well  as  to  a 
population  greater  than  the  immediate  neighborhood.  A  wide  variety  of  uses  are  permitted,  including 
retail,  eating  and  drinking  establishments,  financial  services,  office,  hotel,  entertainment  and 
institutional  uses  and  multi-family  residential  uses  above  the  ground  floor.  Zoning  in  the  project  area 
is  primarily  NC-3  east  and  west  along  Geary  Boulevard.  There  are  also  P  (Public  District)  Districts 
both  north  and  south  of  the  project  site,  as  well  as  an  RH-1  (One-Family  Residential)  District  and  an 
RH-2  (Two-Family  Residential)  District  to  the  south,  and  an  RM-2  (Moderate  Density  Residential) 
District  to  the  southwest. 

In  addifion  to  the  Coronet  Theater  and  the  parking  lot,  the  project  block  also  contains  primarily  two- 
story  commercial  and  residential  structures  with  some  one-  and  three-story  structures,  including  a 
Chevron  service  station  to  the  west  of  the  site  and  a  Roundtable  Pizza  east  of  the  site  (see  Figure  2). 
To  the  southwest  of  the  site  along  Arguello  Boulevard  are  a  two-story  pet  hospital  and  the  three-story 
Consulate  General  of  India  building  at  540  Arguello  Boulevard.  East  of  the  project  site  are  a  mixture 
of  commercial  buildings,  which  include  a  restaurant,  a  gift  and  home  furnishings  store,  a  gasoline 
station,  and  a  photocopy  service  store.  Southeast  of  the  project  site  is  the  Neptune  Society  of  San 
Francisco  Columbarium'  at  1  Loraine  Court.  Two-  to  three-story  residential  structures,  as  well  as 
Rossi  Swimming  Pool  and  Playground,  are  south  of  the  project  site. 

North  of  the  project  site  at  460  Arguello  Street  between  Geary  Boulevard  and  Clement  Street  is 
Roosevelt  Middle  School,  which  is  three  stories  tall.  Directly  north  of  the  project  site  along  Geary 
Boulevard  are  a  mix  of  one-  to  three-story  commercial  and  residential  buildings,  which  includes  two 
banks,  one  with  a  small  parking  lot;  the  existing  one-story  lOA  facility  at  3600  Geary  Boulevard;  other 
commercial  buildings;  and  residential  buildings  with  ground-floor  retail.  At  the  northwest  comer  of 
Geary  Boulevard  and  Arguello  Street  is  the  two-story  Office  Max  store  (see  Figures  1  and  2). 

'     A  columbarium  is  a  structure  of  vaults  lined  with  recesses  for  cinerary  (ashes)  urns. 
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Buildings  along  the  Geary  Boulevard  corridor  generally  cover  the  majority  of  their  sites  and  are  built 
out  to  the  sidewalk,  with  the  exception  of  parking  lots  and  service  stations.  Geary  Boulevard  is  also  a 
major  transportation  corridor.  The  project  site,  with  a  bus  stop  near  Arguello  Boulevard,  is  served  by 
MUNI  lines  31,  33,  and  38,  and  by  Golden  Gate  Transit. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  a  six-story  concrete  building  approximately  56  to  67  feet  in  height 
along  Geary  Boulevard,  and  45.5  to  59.5  feet  in  height  along  its  frontage  at  Almaden  Court,  and  would 
include  122,143  gsf  of  residential  uses;  55,457  gsf  of  lOA  office  and  program  space  (senior  health 
services  and  meeting  room)  uses;  and  37,211  gsf  of  parking  and  loading  uses  including  a  porte- 
cochere.^  About  13,433  gsf  of  open  space  on  terraces  would  also  be  provided.  Table  1  summarizes  the 
proposed  land  uses.  Figure  2  shows  the  site  plan  for  the  proposed  project. 


TABLE  1 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

Floor  Area  Use 

Total 

Affordable  Senior  Units  and  Group 

122,143  gsf 

Housing/Transitional  Senior  Housing  Units 

lOA  Senior  Health  Services  and  Office  space 

55,457  gsf 

Total  Floor  Area  Use 

177,600  gsf 

Other  Area  Use 

Parking  &  Porte  Cochere  (loading) 

37,211  gsf 

Total  Other  Use 

37,211  gsf 

TOTAL  USES 

214,811  gsf 

Total  Courtyard  &  Terraces 

13,433  gsf 

Dwelling  Units 

120 

Studios 

11 

One-bedroom  units 

102 

Two-bedroom  units 

7 

Group  Housing/Transitional  Senior  Housing 

30 

Units 

Parking  Spaces 

67 

Loading  Spaces  (1) 

2 

Height 

56  to  67  feet  (Geary  Boulevard) 

45.5  to  59.5  feet  (Almaden  Court) 

Number  of  Stories 

6 

Number  of  Parking  Levels 

1 

Source:  BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation,  July  2004. 

Notes: 

(1)  Van-sized  loading  spaces  in  porte  cochere  would  be  used  for  loading  of  residents  and  visitors  to  the  lOA  senior 
heahh  services  facilities  and  for  service  deliveries. 


A  porte-cochere  is  a  roofed  structure  extending  from  the  entrance  of  a  building  over  an  adjacent  driveway 
and  slicltcring  those  geUing  in  or  out  of  vehicles. 
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The  underground  level  would  provide  parking  and  10 A' s  meeting  facilities  (see  Figure  3).  The  first 
floor  would  provide  lOA's  senior  health  services  facilities,  a  service  drive  to  underground  parking,  a 
porte-cochere  for  loading,  a  central  courtyard  and  two  rear  terraces  (see  Figure  4).  The  second  floor 
would  provide  lOA's  office  space,  30  units  of  group  housing/transitional  senior  housing  units  (group 
housing)  and  terraces  (see  Figure  5).  Residents  of  the  group  housing  would  be  those  seniors 
transitioning  from  hospital  care  to  independent  living  who  require  a  significant  level  of  care  not 
available  in  an  independent  living  environment.  Senior  health  services  provided  in  the  lOA  program 
space  would  include  an  adult  day  care  center,  an  Alzheimer  clinic  and  other  services  designed  to  help 
seniors  dealing  with  issues  of  aging.  The  third  through  the  sixth  floors  would  provide  120  studio,  one- 
and  two-bedroom  residential  units  of  affordable  housing  for  independent  seniors;  residential  terraces;  a 
community  room;  and  other  service  facilities  operated  by  BRIDGE.  Figure  6  shows  the  third  floor 
plan  and  Figure  7  shows  the  typical  floor  plan  for  levels  four  through  6.  The  housing  provided  on 
floors  three  through  six  would  range  in  affordability  for  households  earning  up  to  50  percent  of  area 
median  income.  The  property  ownership  would  be  vertically  subdivided  into  two  parts:  10 A  would 
retain  ownership  of  the  underground  level  and  the  first  two  floors  and  BRIDGE  would  retain  ownership 
of  floors  three  through  six. 

The  main  entrances  to  the  10 A' s  senior  health  services  would  be  mid-lot  on  Geary  Boulevard  opposite 
Palm  Avenue  (see  Figure  4).  The  BRIDGE  senior  dwelling  units  and  the  10 A  group  housing  units 
would  each  have  a  separate  lobby  entrance.  Two  gated  driveways  would  be  accessed  from  Geary 
Boulevard.  The  easterly  driveway  would  provide  access  to  the  underground  parking  level,  and  the 
westerly  driveway  would  provide  access  to  the  porte-cochere.  The  porte-cochere  would  provide  two 
van-sized  parking  spaces  at  the  ground  floor  for  loading  of  residents  and  visitors,  and  service 
deliveries.  The  one  level  of  underground  parking  would  provide  approximately  67  parking  spaces  for 
the  residents,  staff,  and  visitors.  An  approximate  625-square  foot  cupola  above  the  main  entrance  on 
Geary  Boulevard  would  rise  to  a  height  of  approximately  79  feet.^  See  Figures  8  and  9  for  project 
elevations. 

The  proposed  project  would  also  relocate  the  southern  half  of  the  existing  crosswalk  at  the  intersection 
of  Geary  Boulevard  and  Palm  Avenue.  The  crosswalk  would  be  off-set  approximately  six  feet  to  the 
west,  to  allow  pedestrians  to  cross  the  intersection  directly  onto  the  sidewalk  on  Geary  Boulevard  while 
avoiding  the  proposed  driveway  entrance.  At  the  Geary  Boulevard  raised  median,  the  northern  half  of 
the  crosswalk  would  remain  as  now  configured. 

Project  construction  would  require  approximately  18  months,  and  is  estimated  to  begin  in  2005  with 
completion  and  occupancy  in  2007.  The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition  and  building 
permits  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  and  conditional  use  authorization  as  a  Planned 
Unit  Development  (PUD)  by  the  Planning  Commission.  The  proposed  project  would  also  require 
approvals  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  for  the 
required  re-configuration  of  the  existing  crosswalk  at  the  intersection  of  Palm  Avenue  and  Geary 
Boulevard.  The  approvals  that  would  be  required  are  listed  below.  The  relevant  Planning  Code 
Section,  which  refers  to  these  approval  requirements,  is  cited  at  the  end  of  each  approval  item  below. 


^     Cupolas  are  exempt  from  height  restrictions  under  Planning  Code  Section  260. 

CASE  NO.  2003.0410E    Initial  Study 

3575  Geary  Boulevard  Senior  Health  Services  Facility  and  5  October  2,  2004 

Affordable  Senior  Housing  Project 


-6- 


9 

m 

z 


END 

FEET 

II 

UJ 

_j 

FT 

-7- 


-8- 


-9- 


m 

z 


-  10- 


- 11  - 
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•  Conditional  use  authorization  for  lot  size  in  excess  of  9,999  (the  lot  is  45,989  square  feet  in 
size)  and  non-residential  use  size  in  excess  of  5,999  sf  in  (the  lOA  would  occupy 
approximately  55,457  gsf  of  non-residential  space)  in  an  NC-3  District  (Planning  Code 
Sections  712.11  and  712.21). 

•  Planned  Unit  Development  authorization  for  modification  to  the  "A"  bulk  controls  in  an  80-A 
Height  and  Bulk  District  (Planning  Code  Section  D55,457  gsf  HBD271). 

•  Planned  Unit  Development  authorization  for  modification  to  off-street  parking  requirements  of 
Planning  Code  Section  151  for  lOA  office  and  program  space. 

•  Planned  Unit  Development  authorization  for  modification  to  the  rear  yard  requirement  of 
Planning  Code  Section  134  for  floors  three  through  six. 

•  Planned  Unit  Development  authorization  for  modification  to  the  open  space  requirement  for 
senior  dwelling  units  of  Planning  Code  Section  135(d)(3)  for  the  senior  dwelling  units  and 
1,060  square  feet  is  required  for  the  group  housing  units  while  an  additional  8,326  square  feet 
is  provided  on  floors  one  and  two. 

•  Planned  Unit  Development  authorization  for  modification  to  the  25-foot  unit  exposure 
requirement  of  Planning  Code  Section  140  for  20  dwelling  units  facing  a  21  feet  and  nine  inch 
side  yard  on  the  east  side  of  the  proposed  project. 

•  Planned  Unit  Development  authorization  to  substitute  two  van-sized  loading  spaces  for  the  one 
required  truck  loading  space  (Planning  Code  Section  152). 

Department  of  Public  Works,  Department  of  Parking  and  Transportation 

•  Approval  for  reconfiguration  of  existing  crosswalk  at  Palm  Avenue  and  Geary  Boulevard. 


II.       SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

This  Initial  Study  examines  the  project  to  identify  potential  effects  on  the  environment.  On  the  basis  of 
this  study,  project-specific  effects  that  have  been  determined  to  be  potentially  significant  relate  to  land 
use,  population  and  housing,  visual  quality,  transportation,  and  historic  resources.  These  issues  will  be 
analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Topics  noted  "TO  BE  DETERMINED"  mean  that 
discussion  in  the  EIR  will  enable  a  determination  of  whether  or  not  there  would  be  a  significant  impact. 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  items  on  the  Initial  Study  Checklist  have  been  checked  "No,"  indicating  that,  upon 
evaluation,  staff  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  or 
that  effect  would  be  mitigated  to  insignificance  through  measures  included  in  the  project:  air  quality, 
shadows,  wind,  noise,  utilities  and  public  services,  biology,  geology  and  topography,  water,  energy 
and  natural  resources,  hazards,  and  archaeological  resources.  Several  of  these  Checklist  items  have 
also  been  checked  "Discussed,"  indicating  that  the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  about  that 
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particular  issue.  For  all  the  items  checked  "No,"  without  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding 
potential  significant  environmental  effects  are  based  on  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise 
on  similar  projects,  and/or  standard  reference  material  available  within  the  Department,  such  as  the 
Department's  Transportation  Guidelines  for  Environmental  review,  or  the  California  Natural  Diversity 
Data  Base  and  maps,  published  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  checklist 
item,  the  evaluation  has  considered  the  impacts  of  the  project  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

III.      ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 

Not  Applicable  Discussed 

1.  Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 
changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 

Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  To  be  determined 

2.  Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or 

Region,  if  applicable.  To  be  determined 

The  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City's  Zoning  Maps,  governs  permitted  uses, 
densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings 
(or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  the  proposed  project  conforms  to 
the  Planning  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code.  The 
proposed  project  would  not  require  any  changes  to  the  Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map.  The  EIR  will 
discuss  whether  the  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  the  various  sections  of  the  Planning 
Code  that  apply  to  the  proposed  project  as  listed  above  (p.  13).  Section  101.1  of  the  Planning  Code 
contains  eight  Priority  Policies.  The  EIR  will  discuss  the  proposed  project's  consistency  with  this 
provision  of  the  Planning  Code. 

The  EIR  will  also  discuss  the  proposed  project's  compatibility  with  the  City's  general  plan,  which 
provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use  decisions,  and  contains  some  policies,  which 
relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  proposed  project's  compatibility  with  other  applicable 
plans,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  will  also  be  discussed. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

1 .    '     Land  Use  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 

established  community?  To  be  determined 

b.  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 

character  of  the  vicinity?  To  be  determined 

The  proposed  project  would  replace  the  existing  1,350-seat  Coronet  Theater  building  and  93-space 
parking  lot  with  a  mixed-use  senior  housing  building  with  senior  health  service  uses  and  parking.  The 
proposed  building  would  provide  55,457  gsf  of  lOA  office  and  program  space,  150  residential  units,  or 
122, 143  gsf  of  residential  uses,  and  67  parking  spaces.  The  project  site  is  in  an  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale 
Neighborhood  Commercial)  Use  District,  which  permits  retail,  offices,  hotels,  entertainment. 
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institutions,  health  care  and  multi-family  residential  uses.  Land  uses  in  the  vicinity  include  retail, 
office,  residential,  recreation,  and  parking  uses.  Existing  retail,  office,  and  residential  uses 
predominate  Geary  Boulevard,  Arguello  Boulevard,  Stanyan  Street,  Anza  Street,  Palm  Avenue, 
Almaden  Court,  and  Loraine  Court  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  project's  potential  impacts  resulting 
from  the  disruption  or  division  of  an  established  community  or  impacts  on  the  existing  character  of  the 
vicinity  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR  to  determine  if  they  would  be  significant. 

2.         Visual  Quality  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.       Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 

aesthetic  effect?  To  be  determined 


b.  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view 

or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas?  To  be  determined 

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially 

impacting  other  properties?  To  be  determined 

The  project. site  is  occupied  by  the  existing  50-foot-tall  Coronet  Theater  and  a  parking  lot  which  is  set 
within  a  block  that  contains  a  mixture  of  one-  to  three-story  commercial  and  residential  buildings.  The 
existing  architectural  character  in  the  area  includes  a  mix  of  styles.  The  proposed  project  would 
include  demolition  of  the  Coronet  Theater  and  removal  of  its  parking  lot  and  the  construction  of  a  six- 
story,  up  to  67-foot-tall  building  in  their  place. 

The  EIR  will  discuss  visual  quality  and  urban  design  effects,  and  provide  visual  simulations  of  the 
proposed  buildings  in  the  context  of  existing  conditions.  The  EIR  will  discuss  potential  visual  quality 
impacts  on  existing  public  and  private  views  from  adjacent  areas,  including  Geary  Boulevard,  Palm 
Avenue,  and  Almaden  Court,  and  consider  pedestrian  and  mid-range  views. 

The  project  is  not  expected  to  generate  unusual  light  or  glare.  However,  because  of  the  project's 
height  the  EIR  will  consider  potential  impacts  associated  with  glare  on  adjacent  residential  land  uses  in 
its  analysis  of  visual  quality. 

3.  Population  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of 

population?  To  be  determined 

b.  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving 

either  housing  or  employment)?  To  be  determined 

c.  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional 
housing  in  San  Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce 

the  housing  supply?  To  be  determined 
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The  project  site  does  not  include  existing  residential  uses.  The  proposed  development  of  120  senior 
affordable  housing  units  and  30  group  housing  units  would  result  in  a  population  of  up  to  307" 
residents.  The  proposed  project  would  displace  up  to  four  full-time  equivalent  employees  associated 
with  the  Coronet  Theater.^  Under  the  proposed  project,  approximately  103  people  would  be  employed 
at  the  project  site^.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  employment  of  about  100  people 
associated  with  the  project.  The  project  would  relocate  lOA  senior  health  services  from  the  lOA 
facilities  at  3600,  3626  and  3330  Geary  Boulevard.  Therefore,  new  employment  at  the  project  site 
would  not  necessarily  be  new  employment  in  the  vicinity.  The  lOA  also  has  facilities  at  1426  Fillmore 
Street  and  2700  Geary  Boulevard,  which  would  not  be  relocated  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  EIR  will  discuss  the  proposed  project's  contribution  to  population  growth,  displacement  of  people, 
and  creation  of  demand  for  additional  housing. 

4.  Transportation/Circulation  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and  capacity 

of  the  street  system?  To  be  determined 

b.  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 
causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 

patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?  To  be  determined 

c.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or 

proposed  transit  capacity?  ,    .  ^     .  , 

^  ^  r     y  To  be  determined 

d.  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand 
which  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing 

parking  facilities?  rr.  ,    ,        -  j 

To  be  determined 

The  proposed  uses  of  the  project  would  place  demand  on  the  local  transportation  system,  including 
increasing  traffic,  transit  demand,  and  parking  demand.  The  EIR  will  discuss  project  effects  related  to 
transportation  and  circulation,  including  intersection  operations,  transit  demand,  and  impacts  on 
pedestrian  circulation,  parking,  bicycles,  and  freight  loading,  as  well  as  construction  impacts. 

5.  Noise  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.       Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for 

adjoining  areas?  XX 


Census  2000;  BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation,  September  2003.  According  to  Census  2002,  the  average 
household  size  for  Census  Tract  156  (in  which  the  project  site  is  located)  was  2.13  persons  per  household. 
120  units  X  2.13  persons  per  household  =  277  residents.  Group  housing  would  provide  transitional  housmg 
for  one  person  per  unit. 

'  Kristen  Wang,  Assistant  Project  Manager,  BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation,  electronic  communication  to  EIP 
Associates,  September  12,  2003.  There  are  approximately  6  employees:  2  full-time  and  4  part-time. 
Therefore,  the  full-time  equivalent  employment  (PTE)  at  the  site  is  4  PTE  employees. 

'     BRIDGE  Housing  Corporation,  September  2003.  It  is  estimated  that  lOA  would  have  100  full-time 
employees  and  BRIDGE  would  have  3  full-time  employees. 
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b. 


Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if 
applicable? 


X 


X 


c. 


Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise 
levels? 


X 


X 


Traffic  Noise.  The  existing  noise  environment  in  the  project  area  is  typical  of  noise  levels  in  urban  San 
Francisco.  The  primary  source  of  noise  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  is  vehicular  and  MUNI  bus 
line  traffic  on  Geary  Boulevard.  Traffic  noise  created  by  the  project  would  be  due  to  additional 
automobiles  and  limited  truck  deliveries,  and  the  general  coming  and  going  of  residents,  employees, 
and  other  visitors. 

T5^ically,  noise  levels  diminish  as  distance  from  the  source  to  the  receptor  increases.  Other  factors 
such  as  the  weather  and  reflecting  or  shielding  intensify  or  reduce  noise  levels  at  any  given  location.  A 
common  rule  of  thumb  for  traffic  is  that  for  every  doubling  of  distance  from  the  road,  the  noise  level  is 
reduced  by  about  3  decibels  (dBA).^  In  addition,  a  doubling  of  traffic  on  any  given  roadway  would 
cause  a  noise  increase  of  approximately  3  dBA.  Based  on  the  Transportation  Study,  the  proposed 
project  would  increase  traffic  by  less  than  1  percent  of  the  total  existing  traffic  volume  along  the  eight 
study  intersections  in  the  project  vicinity.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  cause  a  doubling 
in  traffic  volumes  resulting  in  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient  noise  level  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Construction  Noise.  Demolition,  excavation,  and  project  construction  would  temporarily  increase 
noise  in  the  project  vicinity.  Construction  would  take  about  18  months.  During  the  majority  of 
construction  activity,  noise  levels  would  be  above  existing  levels  in  the  project  area.  Construction 
noise  would  fluctuate  depending  on  the  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use, 
distance  between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  No  pile  driving  would 
occur  with  this  project.  The  project's  foundation  would  be  constructed  with  a  reinforced  concrete  mat. 
There  would  be  times  when  noise  could  interfere  with  indoor  activities  in  nearby  office,  retail, 
residential,  and  recreational  uses  near  the  project  site.  Noise  impacts  would  be  temporary  in  nature 
and  limited  to  the  period  of  construction. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  Police  Code). 
The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  construction  equipment,  other  than 
impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools,  such  as 
jackhammers  and  impact  wrenches,  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Director  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW).  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits 
construction  work  between  8:00  PM  and  7:00  AM,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  5 
dBA  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  the  DPW. 
Compliance  with  the  Noise  Ordinance  would  reduce  potential  noise  impacts  on  the  environment  to  a 
less-than-significant  level.  Therefore,  construction  noise  from  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  environment. 


^  A  decibel  (dB)  is  the  unit  of  measurement  used  to  express  the  intensity  of  loudness  of  sound.  A  decibel  is 
one-tenth  of  a  unit  called  a  bel.  Sound  is  composed  of  various  frequencies.  The  human  ear  does  not  hear  all 
sound  frequencies.  Normal  hearing  is  within  the  range  of  20  to  20,000  vibrations  per  second.  As  a  result, 
an  adjustment  of  weighting  of  sound  frequencies  is  made  to  approximate  the  way  that  the  average  person 
hears  sounds.  This  weighting  system  assigns  a  weight  that  is  related  to  how  sensitive  the  human  ear  is  to 
each  sound  frequency.  Frequencies  tiiat  are  less  sensitive  to  the  human  ear  are  weighted  less  than  Uiose  for 
which  the  ear  is  more  sensitive.  The  adjusted  sounds  are  called  A-weighted  levels  (dBA). 
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Building  Equipment  Noise.  The  project  operation  would  create  noise  from  ventilators  and  other 
mechanical  equipment,  and  the  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  San  Francisco  Police  Code  Section  2909,  Fixed  Source  Levels,  which  regulates  mechanical 
equipment  noise.  Because  substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level  due  to  building  equipment 
noise  would  not  be  anticipated,  no  associated  significant  impact  on  the  environment  would  occur. 

Residential  Interior  and  Exterior  Noise  Levels.  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations 
establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for  residential  projects.  The  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  (DBI)  would  review  the  final  building  plans  to  ensure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling 
assemblies  meet  state  standards  regarding  sound  transmission.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  project  would 
not  be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels. 

Therefore,  these  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

6.         Air  Quality/Climate  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or 
contribute  substantially  to  an  existing  or 

projected  air  quality  violation?  _         X  X 

b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 

concentrations?  _         X  X 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors?  _        X  X 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperamre  (including 
sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect 
public  areas,  or  change  the  climate  either  in  the 

community  or  region?  _         X  X 

Air  Quality  and  Odors.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  has  established 
thresholds  for  projects  requiring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts.  These  thresholds  are  based 
on  the  minimum  size  of  a  project  that  the  District  considers  capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems. 
Table  6  of  the  BAAQMD  CEQA  Guidelines  specifies  that  a  project  with  a  minimum  of  510  residential 
dwelling  units  and  280,000  square  feet  of  general  office  space  will  generate  significant  air  quality 
emissions.  Since  the  proposed  project  would  generate  150  residential  dwelling  units  and  55,457  gsf  of 
lOA  office  and  program  space,  the  project  would  not  exceed  this  minimum  standard.  Therefore,  no 
significant  air  quality  impacts  due  to  proposed  land  uses  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation 
of  the  proposed  project. 

During  construction,  approximately  21,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  would  be  moved  for  foundation 
excavation  from  a  subsurface  depth  of  12  to  18  feet  across  the  45,920-square-foot  site.  Movement  of 
soil  would  create  the  potential  for  wind-blown  dust  to  add  to  the  particulate  matter  in  the  local 
atmosphere  while  open  soil  is  exposed.  To  reduce  the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during  site 
preparation  and  construction,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  implement  dust  control  measures,  as  described 
in  Mitigation  Measure  1  (p.  32). 
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The  proposed  project  would  introduce  senior  health  services  and  supporting  office  uses  and  both  group 
housing  and  independent  senior  housing.  These  uses  are  not  anticipated  to  result  in  the  generation  of 
objectionable  odors. 

Shadows.  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  in 
November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by  new  structures 
during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year  round.  Section  295 
restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  in  height  unless  the  Planning  Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be 
insignificant.  Planning  Code  Section  295(a)(3)  states  that  building  permits  for  structures  that  will  cast 
shade  or  shadow  upon  properties  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  may 
not  be  issued  with  the  exception  of  "[s]tructures  to  be  constructed  on  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  for  recreational  and  park-related  purposes." 

The  nearest  recreation  facility  to  the  project  site  is  Rossi  Swimming  Pool  and  Playground,  about  one 
block  south  of  the  project  site,  and  the  nearest  park  is  the  Richmond  Police  Station  mini-park  (formerly 
named  Arguello  Park),  about  six  blocks  west  of  the  project  site.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  about  four  blocks 
south  of  the  site  (see  Figure  1).  These  facilities  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission.  The  Roosevelt  Middle  School  playground,  which  is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  is  located  about  240  feet  north  of  the  project  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  construct  a  six-story,  up  to  67-foot  tall,  building  with  a  cupola  that  would 
rise  to  79  feet  on  the  project  site.  Consequently,  the  proposed  project  would  exceed  40  feet  in  height, 
and  would  thus  be  subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295.  A  shadow  fan  analysis  prepared  by  the 
Planning  Department  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  create  any  new  shade  on  any  properties 
protected  by  Section  295,  or  other  open  space  near  the  proposed  building,  such  as  the  Roosevelt 
Middle  School  playground.^  Because  of  the  proposed  building  height  and  the  configuration  of  existing 
buildings  in  the  vicinity,  the  net  new  shading  of  street  and  sidewalks  which  would  result  from  the 
project's  construction  would  be  limited  in  scope,  and  would  not  increase  the  total  amount  of  shading 
above  levels  which  are  common  and  generally  accepted  in  urban  areas.  The  project  might  increase 
shading  of  private  yards  or  portions  of  residential  structures  near  the  site.  Such  shadow  effects  would 
also  be  common  in  urban  areas.  The  project  would  not  have  significant  adverse  effects  on  shadow 
conditions. 

Wind.^  The  proposed  project  would  have  little  potential  to  cause  substantial  wind  accelerations  to 
sidewalks  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Although  the  new  building  would  be  generally  taller  than  most 
buildings  in  the  area,  its  complex  design  would  not  focus  wind  at  ground  level.  The  west  side  of  the 
building  would  be  irregular  in  shape  and  would  be  most  exposed  to  prevailing  winds.  Any  wind 
accelerations  from  the  west  side  of  the  building  would  occur  above  the  roof  of  the  adjacent  buildings 
and  service  station,  as  well  as  above  the  proposed  porte  cochere  on  the  west  side  of  the  proposed 
building.  Based  upon  the  exposure,  massing  and  orientation  of  the  proposed  building,  the  project 
would  not  potentially  cause  significant  changes  to  the  wind  environment  in  pedestrian  areas  adjacent  to 
or  near  the  site. 


Glen  Cabreros,  Planner,  Subject:  Shadow  Fan  Analysis,  Case  No.  03.0410K.  Letter,  June  21,  2004.  This 
letter  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5"^ 
Floor,  Project  File  No.  2003.0410E. 

Donald  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  Subject:  Wind  Impact  Evaluation  for  the  Proposed  3575 
Geary  Boulevard  Project,  San  Francisco,  Letter,  December  10,  2003  which  is  available  for  public  review  by 
appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  Project  File  No.  2003.0410E. 
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Therefore,  these  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


7. 


Utilities/Public  Services  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


a.  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 

standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter  control?  _         X  _ 

b.  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve 

new  development?  _        X  X 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  recreation  or 

other  public  facilities?  _         X  X 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or 

communications  facilities?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  well  served  by  existing  utilities  and  public  services.  The  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  on  water  resources  are  examined  under  10,  Water,  p.  24  of  this  document.  The  analysis 
concludes  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  increase  the  existing  water  demand  beyond 
expected  levels.  As  a  result,  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  major  expansion  of  water  facilities 
and,  thus,  would  result  in  a  less-than-significant  impact  to  water  resources. 

Solid  Waste.  The  Sunset  Scavenger  Company  provides  residential  and  commercial  garbage  and 
recycling  services  to  the  Richmond  District,  where  the  project  site  is  located. '°  The  proposed 
residential  uses  are  expected  to  generate  approximately  375  pounds  of  solid  waste  per  day,  and 
approximately  136,875  pounds  per  year."  The  proposed  project  is  expected  to  have  approximately 
55,457gsf  of  office  uses,  which  are  expected  to  generate  about  1,109  pounds  of  solid  waste  per  day  or 
about  404,836  pounds  per  year.'^  The  proposed  project's  total  uses  would  be  expected  to  generate 
about  1,484  pounds  per  day,  or  about  541,711  pounds  per  year  of  solid  waste.  However,  this  increase 
would  not  be  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the  project  area,  and  would  not  be 
expected  to  supercede  the  capacity  of  landfills  serving  the  project  area. 

Wastewater.  The  project  site  is  served  by  San  Francisco's  combined  sewer  system,  which  handles  both 
sewage  and  storm  water  runoff  Wastewater  treatment  for  the  project  site  is  served  by  the  Oceanside 
Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  located  near  die  Great  Highway  and  Skyline  Boulevard.'^     Due  to  the 


Sunset  Scavenger  Company  website,  http : //www . sunsetscavenger . com/sunset  .htm ,  accessed  September  3, 


"  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Solid  Waste  Generation  Study,  October  1992,  pp.4-12  (obtained  from 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Mission  Bay  Subsequent  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Mission  Bay  Solid  Waste  Generation  at  Build-Out,  Table  L.2,  September  17,  1998,  SCH  No. 
97092068).  Residential  solid  waste  generation  is  equal  to  2.5  lbs.  per  residential  unit  per  day  x  150  units  = 
375  lbs.  per  day  or  about  136,875  lbs.  per  year.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by 
appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 

"  NSWMA,  Basic  Data:  Solid  Waste  Amounts,  Composition,  and  Management,  Technical  BuUetm  #85-6, 
October  I,  1985  (obtained  from  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Mission  Bay 
Subsequent  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Mission  Bay  Solid  Waste  Generation  at  Build-Out,  Table  L.2, 
September  17.  1998,  SCH  No.  97092068).  Office  solid  waste  generation  is  equal  to  2.0  lbs.  per  100  gsf  per 
day  X  55,457  gsl  ol  olfice  gsf  =  1 , 109  lbs.  per  day  or  about  404,836  lbs.  per  year.  A  copy  of  this  report  is 
available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor. 

"  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  website,  http://sfwater.org/orgDetail.cfm/Mo' lD/48  accessed 
September  3,  2003. 
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approximately  307  residents  and  103  employees  that  would  occupy  the  project  site,  the  proposed 
project  is  expected  to  substantially  increase  wastewater  generation  at  the  site.  However  the  proposed 
new  building  would  be  connected  to  existing  sewer  lines  and  the  City's  combined  wastewater  and  storm 
system  has  sufficient  capacity  to  service  the  proposed  project.  Because  construction  of  new  sewer 
trunk  lines  would  not  be  necessary  and  the  proposed  project  is  within  expected  growth  projections  for 
the  City,    significant  impacts  on  wastewater  treatment  capacity  are  not  expected. 

Public  Schools.  The  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD)  provides  public  primary  and 
secondary  education  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  district  is  comprised  of  78 
elementary  schools,  17  middle  schools,  and  21  high  schools,  and  the  total  student  enrollment  is 
approximately  60,000  students.'^  The  proposed  project  would  provide  senior  housing  and  senior 
services  and  would  not  change  the  demand  for  schools  in  the  project  area.  Therefore,  no  impact  is 
expected. 

Recreation.  The  nearest  recreation  facility  to  the  project  site  is  Rossi  Swimming  Pool  and  Playground, 
approximately  one  block  south  of  the  project  site.  Golden  Gate  Park  is  about  four  blocks  south  of  the 
site.  An  increase  of  about  307  residents  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the  proposed  project  that 
could  increase  demand  for  use  of  recreational  facilities  or  other  public  facilities  (such  as  senior  centers) 
in  the  project  area.  However,  the  proposed  project  would  provide  open  space  (i.e.,  proposed  terraces) 
according  to  Section  135  of  the  Planning  Code,  which  establishes  a  minimum  amount  of  usable  open 
space  for  residential  use.  Due  to  the  nearby  public  parkland  recreational  facility,  and  the  proposed 
open  spaces  provided  by  the  project,  impacts  resulting  from  an  increase  in  demand  for  recreation  or 
other  public  facilities  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Police  and  Fire  Protection  Services.  The  project  site  currently  served  by  the  City's  police  and  fire 
protection  services.  The  project  would  create  additional  residents,  employees,  and  visitors  that  could 
increase  demand  for  police  and  fire  services  in  the  area.  Although  the  project  could  increase  the 
number  of  calls  received  from  the  area  or  the  level  of  regulatory  oversight  that  must  be  provided  as  a 
result  of  the  increase  in  population  on-site,  the  increase  in  responsibilities  would  not  likely  be 
substantial  in  light  of  the  existing  demand  for  police  and  fire  protection  services.  Furthermore,  the 
increase  in  demand  would  not  require  the  construction  of  new  police  or  fire  prevention  facilities. 
Therefore,  impacts  on  police  and  fire  protection  services  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Power  and  Communication  Facilities.  The  project  site  is  served  by  power  and  communication 
facilities.  The  proposed  new  building  would  require  typical  utility  connections  that  could  be  provided 
by  connecting  into  existing  power  and  communication  grids.  Therefore,  no  new  power  or 
communications  facilities  would  be  necessary  as  a  result  of  project  implementation. 

San  Francisco  consumers  have  recently  experienced  rising  energy  costs  and  uncertainties  regarding  the 
supply  of  electricity.  The  root  causes  of  these  conditions  are  under  investigation  and  are  subject  to 
much  debate.  Part  of  the  problem  is  thought  to  be  the  State's  inability  to  generate  sufficient  energy  to 
meets  its  demand,  which  requires  the  State  to  import  energy  from  outside  sources.  Another  part  of  the 
problem  may  be  the  lack  of  cost  controls  as  a  result  of  deregulation.  The  California  Energy 
Commission  (CEC)  is  currently  considering  applications  for  the  development  of  new  power-generating 
facilities  in  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  Area  and  elsewhere  in  the  State.  These  facilities  could  supply 
additional  energy  to  the  power  supply  "grid"  within  the  next  few  years.  These  efforts,  together  with 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Resolution  No.  02-0084,  May  14,  2002. 
Lapkoff  &  Gabalet  Demographic  Research,  Demographic  Analysis  and  Enrollment  Forecasts,  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District,  July  2002.  This  study  can  be  accessed  at  http : //portal .  sfusd . edu/ apps/departments/ 
school  operations/docs/fmpFV.pdf. 
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conservation,  will  be  part  of  the  statewide  effort  to  achieve  energy  sufficiency.  The  project  would  not 
be  built  and  occupied  until  2007,  therefore,  additional  generating  facilities  may  have  been  completed  by 
the  time  the  project  is  in  operation.  The  project-generated  demand  for  electricity  would  be  negligible 
in  the  context  of  the  overall  demand  within  San  Francisco  and  the  State,  and  would  not  in  and  of  itself 
require  a  major  expansion  of  power  facilities.  Therefore,  the  energy  demand  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  physical  environmental  effect. 

Overall,  the  proposed  project  would  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services,  but  not  in  excess 
of  amounts  expected  and  currently  provided  for  in  the  project  area.  Therefore,  these  issues  do  not 
require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

8.  Biology  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species 

of  animal  or  plant,  or  the  habitat  of  the  species?  _        X  X 

b.  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or 
plants,  or  interfere  substantially  with  the 
movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory  fish  or 

wildlife  species?  _        X  _ 

c.  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of 

mature,  scenic  trees?  _         X  X 

The  project  site  currently  contains  the  Coronet  Theater  and  a  parking  lot.  The  project  site  does  not 
support  or  provide  habitat  for  any  rare  or  endangered  wildlife  or  plant  species.  No  other  important 
biological  resources  exist  on  the  project  site.  Adjacent  to  and  outside  of  the  project  site  boundary  along 
the  existing  retaining  wall  at  Almaden  Court,  an  approximate  8-foot  wide  portion  of  a  61 -foot  long  area 
of  existing  landscaping,  between  the  east  and  west  end  of  the  project  site,  will  be  removed  as  part  of 
the  proposed  project.  This  portion  will  be  removed  to  provide  emergency  pedestrian  egress  from  the 
site.  This  is  provided  for  by  an  existing  ingress/egress  easement  across  the  adjacent  property. 
Additional  portions  of  the  61 -foot  landscaping  strip  may  be  removed  and  replaced,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  adjacent  property  owners,  in  order  to  provide  an  enhanced  landscaping  treatment  at  the 
end  of  Almaden  Court. 


Two  trees  which  are  located  within  the  61 -foot  landscaping  area  outside  of  the  project  site  will  likely  be 
retained.  These  trees  are  Lombardy  Poplars,  approximately  12  inches  in  diameter  and  30  feet  in 
height.  A  third  poplar  tree  is  located  on  the  north  (project  site)  side  of  the  retaining  wall  and  is 
approximately  25  feet  in  height  and  12  inches  in  diameter.  This  third  tree  would  be  removed  as  part  of 
the  proposed  project. 

Existing  shrubbery  located  within  the  planting  strip  includes  bougainvillea  and  rosemary,  along  with 
numerous  other  varieties.  These  shrubs  range  in  height  from  approximately  one  to  nine  feet  with  the 
taller  sections  located  at  the  eastern  most  end  of  the  planting  strip.  A  few  additional  ground  cover 
specimens  are  located  within  this  area.  The  existing  shrubbery  and  ground  cover  may  be  removed  and 
replaced,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  adjacent  property  owners,  in  order  to  provide  an  enhanced 
landscaping  treatment  at  the  end  of  Almaden  Court.  The  existing  trees  and  shrubbery  provide 
screening  of  the  adjacent  Coronet  Theater  and  parking  lot  from  homes  on  Almaden  Court.  The 
proposed  landscaping  for  the  project  would  replace  any  removed  landscaping  and  in  addition  would  be 
intended  to  enhance  the  overall  landscaping  pattern  on  the  site.  Based  on  the  type  and  extent  of  the 
species  used,  it  could  take  a  considerable  amount  of  time  to  achieve  the  screening  effect  of  the  existing 
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landscaping  if  mature  landscaping  is  removed.  Although  it  could  take  a  considerable  amount  of  time 
for  the  proposed  landscaping  to  provide  the  same  level  of  screening  as  existing  mature  vegetation 
(assuming  it  is  removed  and  replaced),  the  project  would  not  have  significant  vegetation  and  wildlife 
impacts.  Therefore,  these  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 
Specific  issues  related  to  visual  screening  will  be  discussed  in  the  visual  quality  analysis  within  the 
EIR. 

9.         Geology /Topography  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic 
hazards  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and 

liquefaction)?  _        X  X 

b.  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any 

unique  geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site?  _        X  X 

The  project  sponsor  has  provided  a  geotechnical  investigation  report  prepared  by  Treadwell  &  Rollo 
that  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department  and  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file.'^ 
Treadwell  &  Rollo  conducted  a  geotechnical  investigation  of  subsurface  conditions  at  the  project  site; 
the  following  information  summarizes  those  findings. 

According  to  the  report,  the  project  site  slopes  downward  approximately  five  feet  from  the  southeast 
comer  to  the  northwest  corner  of  the  site,  and  the  soil  beneath  the  site  consists  of  approximately  one  to 
four  feet  of  fill  comprised  of  very  loose  to  medium  dense  sand  and  clayey  sand  with  gravel  and  stiff 
clay.  The  fill  is  underlain  by  fine-grained,  very  loose  to  medium  dense  Dune  sand  that  extends  to 
depths  ranging  from  about  5  to  50  feet  below  ground  surface  (bgs).  The  primary  geotechnical  issues 
would  be  underpinning  of  the  existing  buildings  adjacent  to  the  site  and  the  selection  of  an  appropriate 
foundation  system  for  the  proposed  project. 

Soil  test  borings  that  were  conducted  during  the  geotechnical  investigations  concluded  that  groundwater 
is  between  44  to  46  feet  bgs.  However,  groundwater  was  measured  as  high  as  20  feet  bgs.  The  higher 
water  level  may  indicate  perched  water  above  the  clay  layers.  Excavation  would  range  from  a 
subsurface  depth  of  12  to  18  feet  across  the  entire  site  except  the  southwest  and  northwest  corners  and 
would  remove  approximately  21,000  cubic  yards  of  soil.  As  the  maximum  depth  of  excavation  would 
be  approximately  18  feet  bgs  and  perched  groundwater  has  been  encountered  on-site,  dewatering 
activities  may  be  necessary.  Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project 
be  subject  to  requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  Number  199  77), 
requiring  that  groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the 
sewer  system.  The  Bureau  of  Systems  Planning,  Environment  and  Compliance  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  must  be  notified  of  projects  necessitating  dewatering,  and  may  require 
water  analysis  before  discharge.  Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address 
the  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the 
report  would  contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey 
should  be  done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets. 


Treadwell  &  Rollo  Environmental  and  Geotechnical  Consultants,  Final  Geotechnical  Investigation,  3575 
Geary  Boulevard,  San  Francisco,  California,  July  31,  2003.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public 
review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  5*  Floor. 
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If  a  monitoring  survey  is  recommended,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  that  a  Special 
Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform 
this  monitoring.  The  geotechnical  report  found  the  site  suitable  for  development  providing  that  the 
recommendations  included  in  the  report  were  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the 
proposed  development. 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  show  areas 
subject  to  geologic  hazards.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  ground  shaking  from 
earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3  in  the  Community  Safety  Element).  The  project  site  is  in  an  area  of 
liquefaction  potential  (Map  4  in  the  Community  Safety  Element),  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone 
designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  For  any  development  proposal  in  an  area 
of  liquefaction  potential,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  will,  in  its  review  of  the  building 
permit  application,  require  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  pursuant  to  the  State 
Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act.  As  described  on  p.  23  above,  the  project  sponsor  has  already  provided 
a  geotechnical  report.  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions 
regarding  structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a 
proposed  project,  it  will  determine  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce 
potential  damage  to  structures  from  groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  a  project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the  DBI  requirement  for 
a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the  building  permit  application  pursuant  to  its  implementation  of 
the  Building  Code.  Background  information  provided  to  DBI  would  include  building  construction 
measures  that  would  ensure  the  security  and  stability  of  adjoining  properties  as  well  as  the  subject 
property  during  construction.  As  these  procedures  are  required  under  existing  DBI  rules,  no 
geotechnical  mitigation  measures  are  needed  to  avoid  significant  environmental  impacts  through  the 
environmental  review  process.  In  addition,  any  changes  incorporated  into  the  foundation  design 
required  to  meet  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  standards  that  are  identified  as  a  result  of  the  DBI 
review  process  would  constitute  minor  modifications  of  the  project  and  would  not  require  additional 
environmental  analysis. 

The  project  would  not  significantly  alter  the  topography  of  the  site,  or  otherwise  affect  any  unique 
geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site.  Therefore,  no  further  analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is 
required. 

10.   ^     Water  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?  _        2^  X 

b.  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  groundwater 
resources,  or  interfere  substantially  with 

groundwater  recharge?  _        X  X 

c.  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation?  _        X  X 

All  large-sized  proposed  projects  (e.g.,  those  projects  requiring  an  EIR)  in  California  subject  to  CEQA 
are  required  to  obtain  an  assessment  from  a  water  agency  to  determine  the  availability  of  a  long-term 
water  supply  sufficient  to  satisfy  project-generated  water  demand.   In  May  2002,  the  San  Francisco 
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Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  adopted  a  resolution  finding  that  the  SFPUC's  Urban  Water 
Management  (UWMP)  adequately  fulfills  the  requirements  of  the  water  assessment  for  water  quality 
and  wastewater  treatment  and  capacity  as  long  as  the  project  is  covered  by  the  demand  projections 
identified  in  the  UWMP.'^  The  SFPUC's  UWMP  2000  update  is  based  upon  die  Association  of  Bay 
Area  Government's  Year  2000  Projections,  which  included  all  known  or  expected  development 
projects  in  San  Francisco  at  that  time  through  2020.  The  projections  included  the  development 
consistent  with  existing  zoning  in  the  project  vicinity.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  be 
included  in  the  UWMP  and  thus  would  not  substantially  increase  the  existing  water  demand  beyond 
expected  levels. 

Project-related  wastewater  and  storm  water  would  flow  to  the  City's  combined  sewer  system  and  would 
be  treated  to  standards  contained  in  the  City's  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 
(NPDES)  Permit  for  the  Oceanside  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  prior  to  discharge.  During 
operations,  the  project  would  comply  with  all  local  wastewater  discharge  requirements.  Therefore,  the 
project  would  not  substantially  degrade  water  quality. 

Existing  uses  have  created  impervious  surfaces  at  the  project  site.  The  project  would  not  substantially 
affect  the  area  of  impervious  surface  at  the  site  or. alter  site  drainage.  No  use  of  groundwater  currently 
exists  on  the  site.  Therefore,  groundwater  resources  would  not  be  substantially  degraded  or  depleted, 
and  the  project  would  not  interfere  substantially  with  groundwater  recharge. 

Any  exposure  of  soil  during  site  preparation  would  occur  below  street  grade  and  would  have  low 
potential  for  substantial  erosion  or  siltation.  In  addition,  the  project  site  is  relatively  level  and  would 
have  low  potential  for  substantial  flooding,  erosion,  or  siltation. 

Therefore,  these  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

11.        Energy/Natural  Resources  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

a.  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  _        X  _ 

b.  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use, 

extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  _        X  X 

The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption,  including  Title 
24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulation  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  Other 
than  natural  gas  and  coal  fiiel  used  to  generate  the  electricity  for  the  project,  the  project  would  not  have 
a  substantial  effect  on  the  use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource.  (See  discussion  under 
Utilities/Public  Services  above).  For  this  reason,  the  project  would  not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy, 
and  would  not  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  natural  resources.  Therefore,  these  issues  do  not 
require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Resolution  No.  02-0084,  May  14,  2002. 
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12.        Hazards  -  Could  the  project: 


Yes  No 


Discussed 


a. 


Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve 
the  use,  production  or  disposal  of  materials 
which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant 
populations  in  the  area  affected? 


X 


X 


b. 


Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or 
emergency  evacuation  plans? 


X 


X 


c. 


Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard? 


X 


X 


A  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  of  the  project  site  was  prepared  in  September  2003.'* 
Findings  of  the  Phase  I  ESA  are  summarized  in  this  section.  The  eastern  portion  of  the  project  site  has 
historically  been  occupied  by  the  Coronet  Theatre  since  its  construction  in  1949,  while  the  western 
portion  of  tlie  site  has  been  either  vacant  or  as  currently  used  as  a  parking  lot.'^ 

Hazardous  Materials  Use.  The  proposed  project  would  involve  the  development  of  senior  health 
services  and  senior  housing  facilities,  which  would  require  relatively  small  quantities  of  hazardous 
materials  for  routine  purposes.  Operation  of  the  development  would  likely  involve  use  of  common 
types  of  hazardous  materials,  such  as  cleaners  and  disinfectants.  These  commercial  products  are 
labeled  to  infonn  users  of  potential  risks  and  to  instruct  them  in  appropriate  handling  procedures.  Most 
of  these  materials  are  consumed  through  use,  resulting  in  relatively  little  waste.  Businesses  are 
required  by  law  to  ensure  employee  safety  by  identifying  hazardous  materials  in  the  workplace, 
providing  safety  information  to  workers  that  handle  hazardous  materials,  and  adequately  training 
workers.  For  these  reasons,  hazardous  materials  use  would  not  pose  any  substantial  public  health  or 
safety  hazards. 

Underground  Storage  Tanks  (USTs).  The  Phase  I  report  includes  a  review  of  records  at  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health.  There  are  no  recorded  historical  or  existing  USTs  located  at 
the  project  site.  Contamination  at  3675  Geary  Boulevard,  a  Chevron  Service  Station  west  of  the 
parking  lot,  was  detected  in  September  1989  during  tank  UST  replacement  activities.  The  primary 
substance  was  gasoline  fuel  and  associated  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs).  The  contamination 
affected  both  soil  and  groundwater.  Although,  the  project  site  is  located  in  an  apparent  hydrological 
cross-gradient  location  relative  to  the  Chevron  station,  the  presence  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  in  a 
monitoring  well  adjacent  to  the  project  site  suggests  that  contamination  from  the  Chevron  station  likely 
has  impacted  groundwater  quality  beneath  the  project  site.  Groundwater  was  found  between  44  to  46 
feet  bgs  at  the  project  site  but  has  been  measured  to  occur  as  high  as  20  feet  bgs.  Site  grading  and 
excavation  activities  may  encounter  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  from  the  3675  Geary 
Boulevard  site  posing  a  safety  hazard.  However,  with  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  2  (p.  33- 
34)  this  impact  would  be  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level. 

Soil  and  Groundwater.  Analytical  tests  performed  on  14  soil  samples  obtained  during  geotechnical 
investigations  indicated  tliat  total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  as  gasoline,  diesel,  and  motor  oil  were  not 
detected  above  laboratory  detection  limits  and  thus,  below  regulatory  or  risk-based  concerns.  Metal 


Trcadwcll  &  Rollo  Environmental  and  Geotechnical  Consultants,  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment  and 
Preliminary  Soil  Profding.  3575  Geary  Boulevard,  San  Francisco.  California,  September  17,  2003.  A  copy 
of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment  at  the  Plannmg  Department,  1660  Mission  Street, 
.5lli  Floor. 

"    Trcadwcll  &  Rollo,  September  2003,  Ibid. 
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concentrations  in  the  soil  samples  were  below  residential  preliminary  remedial  goals  (PRCs),  except 
for  arsenic,  which  was  encountered  at  naturally  occurring  background  levels.  Because  the  background 
concentration  of  arsenic  in  the  soils  in  the  Bay  Area  is  above  the  residential  PRG,  no  additional 
investigation  is  required  to  address  arsenic  at  the  project  site.  In  addition,  total  lead  concentrations 
were  also  below  residential  PRGs,  except  for  one  sample  that  was  slightly  above  50  milligrams  per 
kilogram  (mg/kg),  the  residential  PRG  for  lead  in  soils.  Typically,  soluble  lead  testing  is  required  for 
soil  identified  for  off-site  disposal  if  total  lead  concentrations  exceed  50  mg/kg.  However,  the  other 
soil  samples  that  were  analyzed  were  well  below  50  mg/kg  and  therefore  this  one  sample  is  not 
considered  representative  of  the  conditions  at  the  project  site.  Therefore,  soluble  lead  testing  is  not 
warranted  and  no  additional  investigation  to  address  lead  at  the  site  is  also  warranted. 

Although  clean-up  of  the  groundwater  beneath  the  project  site  would  not  be  required  because  the 
contamination  source  is  off  site  and  excavation  to  18  feet  is  not  anticipated  to  reach  existing 
groundwater  levels  generally  at  44  to  46  feet,  but  measured  as  high  as  20  feet,  vapors  emanating  from 
the  VOCs  in  the  groundwater  could  adversely  impact  air  quality  in  the  proposed  building.  Typically, 
this  is  not  a  concern  when  a  mechanically  ventilated  parking  garage  is  constructed  as  the  lowest  floor  of 
a  building  (such  as  the  proposed  project)  because  the  air  circulation  in  the  garage  is  adequate  to  prevent 
accumulation  of  unsuitable  vapors.  Because  the  northern  portion  of  the  below-grade  level  will  include 
a  conference  room  and  lobby,  mitigation  measures  may  be  required  in  this  portion  of  the  building  to 
limit  exposure  to  below-grade  vapors  in  the  building.  Since  a  risk  analysis  of  potential  VOC  vapor 
accumulation  has  been  recommended  by  the  Phase  I  ESA,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement 
Mitigation  Measure  2  (p.  33-34)  to  assess  the  risk  to  future  site  users  of  the  basement  levels. 
Recommended  mitigation  based  on  the  risk  assessment  shall  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  to 
reduce  potential  exposure  to  VOC  vapors  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  if  deemed  necessary.  If 
necessary,  the  project  sponsor's  environmental  consultant  shall  conduct  the  risk  assessment  prior  to 
issuance  of  a  building  permit.  The  risk  assessment  shall  be  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and/or  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  (RWQCB). 

Asbestos.  Asbestos  is  regulated  both  as  a  hazardous  air  pollutant  and  as  a  potential  worker  safety 
hazard.  The  BAAQMD  and  the  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 
(Cal/OSHA)  regulations  restrict  asbestos  emissions  from  demolition  and  renovation  activities  and 
specify  safe  work  practices  to  minimize  the  potential  for  release  of  asbestos  fibers.  These  regulations 
prohibit  emissions  of  asbestos  from  asbestos-related  manufacturing,  demolition,  or  construction 
activities;  require  medical  examinations  and  monitoring  of  employees  engaged  in  activities  that  could 
disturb  asbestos;  specify  precautions  and  safe  work  practices  that  must  be  followed  to  minimize  the 
potential  for  release  of  asbestos  fibers;  and  require  notice  to  federal  and  local  government  agencies 
prior  to  beginning  renovation  or  demolition  that  could  disturb  asbestos. 

The  Phase  I  ESA  included  a  limited  asbestos  assessment  that  identified  suspect  asbestos-containing 
material  (ACM)  within  the  existing  building  at  the  project  site,  which  would  be  demolished  as  part  of 
the  project.  In  the  past,  asbestos  was  commonly  installed  in  insulation,  floor  tiles,  and  roofing  tar.  If 
asbestos  exists  in  any  of  the  buildings  to  be  demolished,  they  could  pose  hazards  to  workers, 
neighbors,  or  the  natural  environment. 

Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local 
agencies  not  issue  demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with 
notification  requirements  under  applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants, 
including  asbestos.  The  BAAQMD  is  vested  by  the  California  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate 
airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be 
notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or  abatement  work. 
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Notification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and 
location  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the 
approximate  amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or 
abatement;  nature  of  planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet 
BAAQMD  requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The 
BAAQMD  randomly  inspects  asbestos  removal  operations  and  will  inspect  any  removal  operation 
concerning  which  a  complaint  has  been  received. 

These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would 
insure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  or  hazardous  building  materials  would  be  reduced  to  a 
level  of  insignificance. 

The  local  Cal/OSHA  office  must  be  notified  of  asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos 
abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations  contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through 
341.14  where  there  is  asbestos  related  work  involving  100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos  containing 
material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board 
of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where  abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a 
Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with  the  Office  of  the  California 
Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  hauler  of  the  material  are  required 
to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  from  the  site  and  the 
disposal  of  it.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  DBI  would  not  issue  the  required  permit  until  the 
applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  described  above. 

Building  Materials.  In  the  past,  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs)  and  lead  were  also  commonly 
installed  in  electrical  transformers,  fluorescent  light  ballasts,  and  paint.  Mercury  is  common  in 
electrical  switches  and  fluorescent  light  bulbs.  If  such  hazardous  materials  exist  in  buildings  to  be 
demolished,  they  could  be  hazardous  to  workers,  neighbors,  or  the  natural  enviroimient.  Similar  to 
ACMs,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  a  qualified  environmental  specialist  (e.g.,  a  Registered 
Environmental  Assessor  or  similarly  qualified  individual)  to  inspect  the  existing  building  subject  to 
demolition  for  the  presence  of  PCBs,  mercur>',  or  other  hazardous  materials.  The  project  sponsor  shall 
submit  the  report  to  the  City  prior  to  demolition,  together  with  an  explanation  of  how  the  project  will 
address  any  issues  identified  in  the  report.  If  found  at  levels  that  require  special  handling  (i.e.,  any 
building  material  containing  0.1  percent  asbestos,  paint  that  contains  more  than  5,000  parts  per  million 
of  lead,  or  any  building  materials  known  or  suspected  to  contain  PCBs  or  mercury),  the  project  sponsor 
shall  manage  these  materials  as  required  by  law  and  according  to  federal  and  state  regulations  and 
guidelines,  including  those  of  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC), 
BAAQMD,  Cal/OSHA,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  and  any  other  agency  with 
jurisdiction  over  these  hazardous  materials. 

Lead-Based  Paint.  Lead-based  paint  may  be  found  in  the  existing  Coronet  Theater  (constructed  in 
1949),  which  is  proposed  for  demolition  as  part  of  the  project.  Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter 
36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is 
any  work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to  December 
31,  1978,  Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work 
methods  and  f>enalties. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed  prior 
to  1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than  ten  total 
square  feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains  performance 
standards,  including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human 
health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Guidelines  (the  most 
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recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited 
practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person  performing 
work  subject  to  die  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  lead  paint 
contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and  any  person  performing 
regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove  all  visible  lead  paint  contaminants  from  all 
regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs. 
Notification  includes  notif>mg  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports  verifying  the 
presence  or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to 
commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  part\^  must  provide  written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Building  Inspection,  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square 
footage  of  the  painted  surface  being  dismrbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  stan  and  completion 
dates  for  the  work;  whether  the  responsible  part>"  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint 
is  present;  whether  the  building  is  residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  propert}*, 
approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if  any;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  part\'  has  or  will 
fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  propert}^  notification  requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone 
number,  and  pager  number  of  the  pany  who  will  perform  the  work.  (Tunher  notice  requirements 
include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice  by  Landlord,  Required  Notice  to  Tenants, 
Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the  home.  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early 
Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and  Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or 
Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions  regarding  inspection  and  sampling  for 
compliance  by  DBL  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for  non-compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  ordinance.  These  regulations  and  procedures  by  the  San  Francisco  Budding  Code 
w  ould  ensure  that  potential  impacts  of  demolition,  due  to  lead-based  paint,  would  be  reduced  to  a  lev  el 
of  insignificance. 

Fire  Safety  and  Emergency  Access.  San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safet\'  through  provisions  of  the 
Building  Code  and  Fire  Code.  Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these 
codes.  The  proposed  project  would  also  conform  to  these  standards,  which  may  include  development 
of  an  emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  &e  hazards  (including 
those  associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would  be  addressed  during  the 
p>ermit  review  process. 

With  implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  2,  as  identified  on  pages  33-34,  potential  health  and  safet}* 
issues  related  to  existing  and  fumre  hazardous  materials  use.  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater, 
potentially  hazardous  building  components,  and  fire  safet>"  and  emergency  access  would  be  reduced  to 
less-than-significant  levels.  Therefore,  these  issues  do  not  require  farther  analysis  and  will  not  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 

13.        Cultural  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 


a. 


Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or 
historic  archaeological  site  or  a  propert)'  of 
historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  communit}", 
ethnic  or  social  group:  or  a  paleontological  site 
except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  smdy? 


X 


X 


CASE  NO.  2003.0410E 


3575  Gean  Boulevard  Senior  Health  Services  Faciliu  aod 
Affordable  Senior  Housing  Project 


29 


October  2, 2«M 


b.  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the 

area?  _        2^  _ 

c.  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article 

1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code?  To  be  determined 

Archaeological  Resources.  The  project  site  is  the  proposed  project's  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE), 
which  encompasses  approximately  1 .05  acres  on  two  lots  fronting  Geary  Boulevard  between  Arguello 
Street  and  Stanyan  Street.  To  assess  potential  impacts  to  significant  archaeological  resources  at  the 
proposed  project  site,  an  archaeological  research  design/treatment  plan  was  completed  in  April  2003.^° 
The  following  discussion  is  a  summary  of  the  report  findings. 

Prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  first  Europeans  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region,  the  project  site  was  situated 
in  an  area  occupied  by  a  group  of  Native  Americans  called  the  Coastanoans,  who  are  also  known  as  the 
Ohlone.  When  the  Spanish  arrived  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region  in  the  late  1700s,  the  Coastanoans 
numbered  at  most  around  10,000  people.  By  1810,  much  of  the  Native  Americans,  along  with  most 
traditional  culture,  had  changed  because  of  the  effects  of  disease,  war,  displacement,  and  the  California 
mission  system. 

The  principal  centers  of  Spanish  and  Mexican  activity  in  the  region  were  the  Presidio  and  Mission 
Dolores.  The  first  documented  exploration  into  the  area  was  Juan  Bautista  de  Anza's  expedition  into 
California,  which  was  actually  led  by  Jose  Joaquin  Maria  Moraga.  Moraga  and  his  crew  camped  at 
Mountain  Lake,  less  than  one  mile  to  the  northwest  of  the  project  site.  The  Spaniards  used  Native 
American  labor  to  build  the  Presidio  and  its  facilities.  Native  labor  communities  were  situated  within 
the  Presidio  grounds  but  outside  the  main  fortification.  The  Presidio  about  one  and  one-half  miles  to 
the  northwest  of  the  project  site,  might  have  brought  explorers  and  hunters  to  the  immediate 
surroundings  of  the  project  site.  Because  Mission  Dolores  is  located  a  considerable  distance  from  the 
project  site,  it  is  not  likely  that  mission-related  activities  would  be  found  in  the  project  area.  No 
documented  archival  evidence  indicates  any  systematic  occupation  or  use  of  the  project  site  or  vicinity, 
from  the  founding  of  the  Mission  and  Presidio  in  1776  to  the  beginnings  of  Verba  Buena  (the  original 
town  site  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco)  in  1835.  This  indicates  that  there  is  a  low  potential  of 
encountering  cultural  resources  significance  from  the  Spanish/Mexican  Period. 

The  project  site  remained  undeveloped  until  at  least  1853.  In  1853,  the  area  north  of  the  APE  was 
modified  for  development  of  the  Lone  Mountain  Cemetery  (later  named  Laurel  Hill).  The  cemetery 
officially  opened  on  May  30,  1854  and  the  first  burial  occurred  on  June  2,  1854.  In  the  1860s,  three 
adclitional  cemeteries  opened  within  and  to  the  south  of  the  APE:  Calvary,  Masonic,  and  Odd  Fellows 
cemeteries.  The  APE  is  situated  in  an  area  that  encompassed  a  portion  of  the  Odd  Fellows  Cemetery 
grounds  and  four  of  five  associated  buildings.  In  1902,  the  Odd  Fellows  cemetery,  along  with  other 
operational  cemeteries  in  San  Francisco,  accepted  its  last  burial,  because  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  voted  to  eliminate  graveyards  within  the  city.  After  years  of  litigation,  the  relocation  of 
Odd  Fellows  Cemetery  commenced  in  1929.  In  the  six  years  that  followed,  over  26,000  remains  were 
moved  to  Greenlawn  Cemetery  in  Colma.  Later  in  1949,  the  Coronet  Theatre  was  built  on  the  project 
site. 


Archeo-Tec.  Archaeological  Research  Design/Treatment  Plan,  BRIDGE-IOA:  Senior  Campus  Project,  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco.  CA.  April  17;  2003.  This  report  is  available  for  public  review  by  appointment 
at  the  Planning  Dcparlnicnt,  1660  Mission  Street,  5"^  Floor. 
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In  1999,  Archeo-Tec  performed  a  pre-construction  archaeological  testing  program  and  an  on-site 
archaeological  monitoring/data  recovery  program  on  the  grounds  of  the  Columbarium^',  which  abuts 
the  southeast  comer  of  the  project  site.  Those  investigations  revealed  the  human  remains  of  a  five-  to 
ten-year-old  child.  The  remains  were  discovered  in  the  northwest  portion  of  the  Columbarium  site  in 
close  proximity  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  project  site.  It  is  believed  that  these  remains  were 
interred  at  the  Odd  Fellows  Cemetery  at  some  point  in  time. 

In  addition  to  historic  period  human  remains,  archival  resources  suggest  that  subsurface  structural 
remains  of  four  to  five  buildings  may  still  exist  within  the  APE,  likely  to  be  associated  with  the  Odd 
Fellows  Cemetery.  According  to  the  1889  and  1899  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Maps,  these  buildings 
include  a  large  outhouse,  small  shack,  stable,  barn  and  a  building,  possibly  used  for  funeral 
processions,  that  had  a  glass  roof.  Such  cultural  resources  might  consist  of  architectural  remnants, 
associated  cultural  features  such  as  privy-vaults,  trash-pits,  cellars,  or  wells,  in  addition  to  domestic 
refuse. 

A  review  of  archival  files  did  not  identify  any  recorded  archaeological  resources  on  the  project  site; 
however,  there  is  a  likelihood  of  encountering  deposits  of  subsurface  cultural  resources  from  the 
following  time  periods:  1)  prehistoric  sites,  2)  contact  period  sites,  3)  historic  period  burials,  grave 
goods  and  mortuary  furniture  associated  with  the  Odd  Fellows  Cemetery,  and  4)  19*^^  century  structural 
and  artifact  remnants  also  associated  with  the  Odd  Fellows  Cemetery  buildings  and  associated  refuse. 
Any  early  historic  period  culture  contact  deposits,  and  human  burials  and  grave  items  associated  with 
the  Odd  Fellows  Cemetery  that  may  be  encountered  would  be  deemed  potentially  significant  pursuant 
to  Criterion  D  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places^^.  Architectural  remnants  and  cultural 
deposits  found  in  relation  to  buildings  associated  with  the  Odd  Fellows  Cemetery  could  be  eligible  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Place  under  Criteria  A,  C,  and/or  D.  If  remnants  of 
these  resources  are  discovered,  those  renmants  would  most  likely  include  a  mix  of  commercial  and 
residential  refuse  and  architectural  buildings.  As  the  proposed  project  would  require  excavation  of 
approximately  21,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  to  an  approximate  depth  of  18  feet  bgs,  it  is  possible  that  the 
project  might  damage  or  destroy  historically  significant  cultural  deposits.  This  would  be  considered  a 
potentially  significant  impact.  For  this  reason,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  Mitigation 
Measure  3  (see  p.  34-36)  to  avoid  construction-related  impacts  to  historically  significant  cultural 
resources. 


A  columbarium  is  a  structure  of  vaults  lined  with  recesses  for  cinerary  (ashes)  urns. 

The  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  is  the  official  federal  list  of  historic  resources  that  have 
architectural,  historic  or  cultural  significance  at  the  national,  state,  or  local  level.  Cultural  resource 
significance  is  evaluated  in  terms  of  eligibility  for  listing  on  the  NRHP.  The  State  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation  administers  and  maintains  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources  (CRHR).  Since  the 
criteria  for  evaluation  for  listing  on  the  NRHP  are  the  same  as  those  used  for  the  CRHR,  the  CRHIR 
consists  of  all  California  resources  listed  in,  or  formally  determined  eligible  for  the  NRHP.  The  NRHP 
criteria  applied  to  evaluate  the  cultural  resources  in  the  project  area's  APE  are  defined  in  36  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  60.4  as  follows: 

The  quality  of  significance  in  American  History,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering,  and  culture  is 
present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of  location,  design, 
setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feelmg  and  association,  and 

(a)  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  our 
history:  or 

(b)  that  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

(c)  that  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or  that 
represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic  values,  or  that  represent  a 
significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction;  or 

(d)  tiiat  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  unportant  in  prehistory  or  history. 
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Historic  Architectural  Resources.  The  project  site  contains  the  existing  Coronet  Theater,  a  single- 
screen  theater  completed  in  1949,  which  is  more  than  50  years  old.  The  proposed  project  would 
involve  the  demolition  of  the  Coronet  Theater.  A  Cultural  Resource  report  will  be  prepared  to 
determine  the  historical  significance  of  the  Coronet  Theater.  The  EIR  will  summarize  the  conclusions 
of  the  Cultural  Resources  Report  and  discuss  whether  the  demolition  would  be  a  significantly  adverse 
effect  to  an  historical  resource. 


C.       OTHER  -  Could  the  project:  Yes      No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  departments 
other  than  the  Planning  Department  or  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  regional,  state,  or  federal 

agencies?  X_   


In  addition  to  the  approvals  from  the  City  departments,  the  project  would  require  approvals  from  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  for  the  provision  of  the  re- 
configured cross  walk  at  the  intersection  of  Palm  Avenue  and  Geary  Boulevard.  The  required  project 
approvals  will  be  further  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


D.       MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes       No      N/A  Discussed 


1.  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if 
mitigation  measures  are  not  included  in  the 

project?  X        _         _  X 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
eliminate  significant  effects  included  in  the 

project?  X  X 


The  following  mitigation  measures,  all  of  which  are  necessary  to  reduce  the  potential  impacts  of  the 
project,  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  Measure  1:  Construction  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition, 
excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per 
da^;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other 
such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least 
once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions. 

Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable 
water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  shall  require  the  contractor(s) 
to  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose.  The  project  sponsor  shall 
require  the  project  con(ractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize 
exhaust  eini.ssions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such  means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors 
when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in  queues,  and  to  implement  specific 
maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that  would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the 
con.striiction  [Kriod. 
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Mitigation  Measure  2;  Hazards 


In  addition  to  local,  state,  and  federal  requirements  for  handling  hazardous  materials,  USTs,  and  soil 
and  groundwater  containing  chemical  contaminants,  the  project  sponsor  shall  enter  into  a  remedial 
action  agreement  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  pursuant  to  Health  and  Safety  Code  Section 
101480  et  seq.  At  a  minimum,  the  project  sponsor  shall  undertake  the  following  work  and  any 
additional  requirements  imposed  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health  under  the  agreement. 

a.  In  the  event  that  contamination  is  visually  discovered  during  construction  activities,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  be  required  to  conduct  a  Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Assessment.  This 
investigation  shall  involve  the  collection  and  analysis  of  soil  and  groundwater  samples  as 
directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  Sampling  shall  extend  at  least  to  depths  proposed 
for  excavation,  and  samples  shall  be  tested  for  elevated  levels  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons, 
VOCs,  or  lead,  if  any.  Soil  and/or  groundwater  samples  shall  be  collected  throughout  the 
project  site  as  directed  by  the  site  assessment  consultant.  This  assessment  shall  be  completed 
by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor,  Registered  Geologist,  Professional  Engineer,  or 
similarly  qualified  individual  prior  to  initiating  any  further  earth-moving  activities  at  the  project 
site. 

If  it  were  determined  by  sample  collection  and  analysis  that  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  VOCs,  or 
lead  is  present  in  soil  and/or  groundwater  samples,  the  impacted  materials  shall  be  segregated 
and  stockpiled  separately  from  non-impacted  soils  throughout  the  construction  phase.  If 
deemed  necessary  by  the  local  oversight  agency,  some  impacted  materials  shall  be  mitigated 
prior  to  construction.  Soils  with  elevated  petroleum  hydrocarbon,  VOC,  or  lead  concentrations 
may  require  excavation  and  off-site  disposal.  Soils  with  concentrations  above  regulatory 
threshold  limits  for  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  VOCs,  or  lead  shall  be  disposed  of  off  site  in 
accordance  with  California  hazardous  waste  disposal  regulations  (CCR  Title  26)  or  shall  be 
managed  in  place  with  approval  of  DTSC,  RWQCB,  or  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Health. 

b.  A  health  risk  assessment  shall  be  performed  to  evaluate  the  potential  exposure  of  VOC  vapors 
from  groundwater  at  the  site  as  a  result  of  the  existing  groundwater  contamination  from  the 
adjacent  Chevron  station.  Recommended  mitigation  based  on  the  risk  assessment  shall  be 
implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  to  reduce  potential  exposure  to  VOC  vapors  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level,  if  deemed  necessary. 

c.  Prior  to  any  demolition  or  excavation  at  the  project  site  the  project  sponsor  shall  conduct 
surveys  to  identify  any  potentially  hazardous  materials  (e.g.,  asbestos  lead-based  paint,  PCBs, 
mercury)  in  existing  buildings  or  building  materials.  At  a  minimum,  these  surveys  shall 
identify  any  hazardo\is  materials  that  would  require  removal  and  disposal  prior  to  demolition. 
These  surveys  shall  be  completed  by  a  state  registered  inspector  or  a  similarly  qualified 
individual. 

d.  All  reports  and  plans  prepared  in  accordance  with  this  mitigation  measure  shall  be  provided  to 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Health.  When  all  hazardous  materials  have  been  removed  from  existing 
buildings,  and  the  health  risk  analysis  and  other  activities  have  been  completed,  as  appropriate, 
the  project  sponsor  shall  submit  to  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  the  San 
Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (and  any  other  agencies  identified  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Health)  a  report  stating  that  the  mitigation  measure  has  been  implemented.  The  report 
shall  describe  the  steps  taken  to  comply  with  the  mitigation  measure  and  include  all  verifying 
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documentation.  The  report  shall  be  certified  by  a  Registered  Environmental  Assessor  or  a 
similarly  qualified  individual  who  states  that  all  necessary  mitigation  measures  have  been 
implemented. 

Mitigation  Measure  3;  Archaeological  Resources 

Based  on  a  reasonable  presumption  that  archeological  resources  may  be  present  within  the  project  site, 
the  following  measures  shall  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  adverse  effect  from  the 
proposed  project  on  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources.  The  project  sponsor  shall  retain  the 
services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant  having  expertise  in  California  prehistoric  and  urban 
historical  archeology.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  undertake  an  archeological  testing  program  as 
specified  herein.  In  addition,  the  consultant  shall  be  available  to  conduct  an  archeological  monitoring 
and/or  data  recovery  program  if  required  pursuant  to  this  measure.  The  archeological  consultant's 
work  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  this  measure  at  the  direction  of  the  Environmental  Review 
Officer  (ERO).  All  plans  and  reports  prepared  by  the  consultant  as  specified  herein  shall  be  submitted 
first  and  directly  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  comment,  and  shall  be  considered  draft  reports  subject  to 
revision  until  final  approval  by  the  ERO.  Archeological  monitoring  and/or  data  recovery  programs 
required  by  this  measure  could  suspend  construction  of  the  project  for  up  to  a  maximum  of  four  weeks. 
At  the  direction  of  the  ERO,  the  suspension  of  construction  can  be  extended  beyond  four  weeks  only  if 
such  a  suspension  is  the  only  feasible  means  to  reduce  to  a  less  than  significant  level  potential  effects 
on  a  significant  archeological  resource  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Sect.  15064.5  (a)(c). 

Archeological  Testing  Program.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  prepare  and  submit  to  the  ERO  for 
review  and  approval  an  archeological  testing  plan  (ATP).  The  archeological  testing  program  shall  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  approved  ATP.  The  ATP  shall  identify  the  property  types  of  the 
expected  archeological  resource(s)  that  potentially  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project, 
the  testing  method  to  be  used,  and  the  locations  recommended  for  testing.  The  purpose  of  the 
archeological  testing  program  will  be  to  determine  to  the  extent  possible  the  presence  or  absence  of 
archeological  resources  and  to  identify  and  to  evaluate  whether  any  archeological  resource  encountered 
on  the  site  constitutes  an  historical  resource  under  CEQA. 

At  the  completion  of  the  archeological  testing  program,  the  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a 
written  report  of  the  findings  to  the  ERO.  If  based  on  the  archeological  testing  program  the 
archeological  consultant  finds  that  significant  archeological  resources  may  be  present,  the  ERO  in 
consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  if  additional  measures  are  warranted. 
Additional  measures  that  may  be  undertaken  include  additional  archeological  testing,  archeological 
monitoring,  and/or  an  archeological  data  recovery  program.  If  the  ERO  determines  that  a  significant 
ar9heological  resource  is  present  and  that  the  resource  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed 
project,  at  the  discretion  of  the  project  sponsor  either: 

A)  The  proposed  project  shall  be  re-designed  so  as  to  avoid  any  adverse  effect  on  the  significant 
archeological  resource;  or 

B)  A  data  recovery  program  shall  be  implemented,  unless  the  ERO  determines  that  the  archeological 
resource  is  of  greater  interpretive  Uian  research  significance  and  that  interpretive  use  of  the 
resource  is  feasible. 

Archeological  Monitoring  Program.  If  the  ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant 
determines  that  an  archeological  monitoring  program  shall  be  implemented  the  archeological 
monitoring  program  shall  minimally  include  the  following  provisions: 
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•  The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope  of 
the  AMP  reasonably  prior  to  any  project-related  soils  disturbing  activities  commencing.  The 
ERO  in  consultation  with  the  archeological  consultant  shall  determine  what  project  activities 
shall  be  archeologically  monitored.  In  most  cases,  any  soils-  disturbing  activities,  such  as 
demolition,  foundation  removal,  excavation,  grading,  utilities  installation,  foundation  work, 
driving  of  piles  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  site  remediation,  etc.,  shall  require  archeological 
monitoring  because  of  the  risk  these  activities  pose  to  potential  archaeological  resources  and  to 
their  depositional  context; 

•  The  archeological  consultant  shall  advise  all  project  contractors  to  be  on  the  alert  for  evidence 
of  the  presence  of  the  expected  resource(s),  of  how  to  identify  the  evidence  of  the  expected 
resource(s),  and  of  the  appropriate  protocol  in  the  event  of  apparent  discovery  of  an 
archeological  resource; 

•  The  archeological  monitor(s)  shall  be  present  on  the  project  site  according  to  a  schedule  agreed 
upon  by  the  archeological  consultant  and  the  ERO  until  the  ERO  has,  in  consultation  with 
project  archeological  consultant,  determined  that  project  construction  activities  could  have  no 
effects  on  significant  archeological  deposits; 

•  The  archeological  monitor  shall  record  and  be  authorized  to  collect  soil  samples  and 
artifactual/ecofactual  material  as  warranted  for  analysis; 

•  If  an  intact  archeological  deposit  is  encountered,  all  soils-disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  deposit  shall  cease.  The  archeological  monitor  shall  be  empowered  to  temporarily  redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile  driving/construction  activities  and  equipment  until  the  deposit  is 
evaluated.  If  in  the  case  of  pile  driving  activity  (foundation,  shoring,  etc.),  the  archeological 
monitor  has  cause  to  believe  that  the  pile  driving  activity  may  affect  an  archeological  resource, 
the  pile  driving  activity  shall  be  terminated  until  an  appropriate  evaluation  of  the  resource  has 
been  made  in  consultation  with  the  ERO.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  immediately 
notify  the  ERO  of  the  encountered  archeological  deposit.  The  archeological  consultant  shall 
make  a  reasonable  effort  to  assess  the  identity,  integrity,  and  significance  of  the  encountered 
archeological  deposit,  and  present  the  findings  of  this  assessment  to  the  ERO. 

Whether  or  not  significant  archeological  resources  are  encountered,  the  archeological  consultant  shall 
submit  a  written  report  of  the  findings  of  the  monitoring  program  to  the  ERO. 

Archeological  Data  Recovery  Program.  The  archeological  data  recovery  program  shall  be  conducted 
in  accord  with  an  archeological  data  recovery  plan  (ADRP).  The  archeological  consultant,  project 
sponsor,  and  ERO  shall  meet  and  consult  on  the  scope  of  the  ADRP  prior  to  preparation  of  a  draft 
ADRP.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  draft  ADRP  to  the  ERO.  The  ADRP  shall  identify 
how  the  proposed  data  recovery  program  will  preserve  the  significant  information  the  archeological 
resource  is  expected  to  contain.  That  is,  the  ADRP  will  identify  what  scientific/historical  research 
questions  are  applicable  to  the  expected  resource,  what  data  classes  the  resource  is  expected  to  possess, 
and  how  the  expected  data  classes  would  address  the  applicable  research  questions.  Data  recovery,  in 
general,  should  be  limited  to  the  portions  of  the  historical  property  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  proposed  project.  Destructive  data  recovery  methods  shall  not  be  applied  to  portions  of  the 
archeological  resources  if  nondestructive  methods  are  practical. 

The  scope  of  the  ADRP  shall  include  the  following  elements: 

•  Field  Methods  and  Procedures.  Descriptions  of  proposed  field  strategies,  procedures,  and 
operations. 
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•  Cataloguing  and  Laboratory  Analysis.  Description  of  selected  cataloguing  system  and  artifact 
analysis  procedures. 

•  Discard  and  Deaccession  Policy.  Description  of  and  rationale  for  field  and  post-field  discard 
and  deaccession  policies. 

•  Interpretive  Program.  Consideration  of  an  on-site/off-site  public  interpretive  program  during 
the  course  of  the  archeological  data  recovery  program. 

•  Security  Measures,  Recommended  security  measures  to  protect  the  archeological  resource 
from  vandalism,  looting,  and  non-intentionally  damaging  activities. 

•  Final  Report.  Description  of  proposed  report  format  and  distribution  of  results. 

•  Curation.  Description  of  the  procedures  and  recommendations  for  the  curation  of  any 
recovered  data  having  potential  research  value,  identification  of  appropriate  curation  facilities, 
and  a  summary  of  the  accession  policies  of  the  curation  facilities. 

Human  Remains  and  Associated  or  Unassociated  Funerary  Objects.  The  treatment  of  human  remains 
and  of  associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  discovered  during  any  soils  disturbing  activity  shall 
comply  with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  This  shall  include  iiimiediate  notification  of  the 
Coroner  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  in  the  event  of  the  Coroner's  determination  that 
the  human  remains  are  Native  American  remains,  notification  of  the  California  State  Native  American 
Heritage  Commission  (NAHC)  who  shall  appoint  a  Most  Likely  Descendant  (MLD)  (Pub.  Res.  Code 
Sec.  5097.98).  The  archeological  consultant,  project  sponsor,  and  MLD  shall  make  all  reasonable 
efforts  to  develop  an  agreement  for  the  treatment  of,  with  appropriate  dignity,  human  remains  and 
associated  or  unassociated  funerary  objects  (CEQA  Guidelines.  Sec.  15064.5(d)).  The  agreement 
should  take  into  consideration  the  appropriate  excavation,  removal,  recordation,  analysis, 
custodianship,  curation,  and  final  disposition  of  the  human  remains  and  associated  or  unassociated 
funerary  objects. 

Final  Archeological  Resources  Report.  The  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Draft  Final 
Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the  FRO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any 
discovered  archeological  resource  and  describes  the  archeological  and  historical  research  methods 
employed  in  the  archeological  testing/monitoring/data  recovery  program(s)  undertaken.  Information 
that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a  separate  removable  insert  within 
the  final  report. 

Once  approved  by  the  FRO,  copies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California 
Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the 
ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal  of  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental 
Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies 
of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523  series)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high 
public  interest  in  or  the  high  interpretive  value  of  the  resource,  the  ERO  may  require  a  different  final 
report  content,  fonnat,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 
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E.  ALTERNATIVES 


The  EIR  will  analyze  alternatives  to  the  project  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  significant 
environmental  effects.  The  alternatives  will  include  the  following: 

1.  No-Project  Alternative.  The  No-Project  Alternative  is  required  by  CEQA.  The  Coronet 
Theater  and  parking  lot  would  remain  on  the  site,  as  would  the  existing  parking  lot. 

2.  Preservation  Alternative.  This  alternative  would  involve  construction  of  the  proposed  building 
on  the  parking  lot  portion  of  the  site  under  a  reduced  development  program  and  preserve  the 
Coronet  Theater.  This  alternative  will  be  developed,  in  part,  based  on  the  results  of  the 
cultural  resources  evaluation  for  the  site. 

No  alternative  sites  have  been  identified  where  the  project  could  be  constructed  and  meet  the 
project  sponsor's  objectives,  and  where  the  project's  environmental  effects  would  be  substantially 
lessened  or  avoided.  Neither  10 A  nor  BRIDGE  own  or  have  site  control  of  any  other  sites  in  the 
vicinity.  The  three  existing  10 A  facilities  in  the  project  vicinity  are  in  leased  space,  not  in 
buildings  owned  by  lOA,  and  none  of  the  three  sites  is  of  sufficient  size  to  accommodate  the 
project  objectives,  even  if  they  were  to  be  available  for  acquisition  by  BRDIGE/IOA.  Therefore, 
there  are  no  potentially  feasible  off-site  locations,  and  an  off-site  alternative  is  not  considered. 
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F.  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Lead  Agency 

Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Paul  Maltzer 

Initial  Study  Coordinator:  Bill  Wycko 

Office  of  the  City  Attorney,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

City  Hall,  Room  234 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Deputy  City  Attorney:  Audrey  Pearson 


EIR  Consultants 


EIP  Associates 

353  Sacramento  St.,  Ste.  1000 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Project  Director: 
Project  Manager: 
Participants: 


Wilbur  Smith  Associates 
201  Mission  St.,  Ste.  1450 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 
(Transportation) 


Michael  Rice 
Seema  Sairam 
Jackie  Ha 
Cliff  Nale 
James  Songco 
Rachel  Yelo 


Jose  I.  Farran 
Lisa  Young 


Archeo-Tech 
5283  Broadway 
Oakland,  California  94618 
(Archaeological  Resources) 


Allen  Pastron 


Carey  &  Co. 

460  Bush  Street,  Old  Engine  Co. 
San  Francisco,  California  94108 
(Historic  Resources) 


No.  2 


Bill  Sugaya 
Sarah  Dreller 
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MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE 


Yes       No  Discussed 


1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quaHty 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population 
to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or 
restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal, 
or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 

California  history  or  pre-history?  X  _ 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?  _         X  _ 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects, 
which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other 

current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)  To  be  determined 

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?  _         X  _ 

ON  THE  BASIS  OF  TfflS  INITIAL  STUDY: 

I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment, 
and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation 
measures  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A 
NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 
an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  requked. 

DATE:  5^  2^  X^^Y 
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Director  of  Planning. 
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